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REPLY BRIEF UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1,193 

Assistant Commissioner of Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Sir: 

This Reply Brief is submitted in triplicate in response to 
the Examiner's Answer dated January 19, 2 001. 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
37 CFR 1.8(A) 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is, on the date shown below, 
being deposited with the United States Postal Service with sufficient 
postage as First Class Mail in an envelope addressed to Assistant 
Commissioner for Patents, Washington, D. C, 20231. 
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In the Examiner 1 s response to Appellant's arguments^? Me ^ 
Examiner weaves an interconnected net of multiple coifi^uter 
dictionary definitions in an attempt to dissuade the Board from the 
soundness of Appellant's arguments. For example, Appellant has 
argued that the windows of the Slotznick reference are not 
suggestible of the applications of the present application and that 
it is improper to equate windows and applications as they are not 
interchangeable concepts. The Examiner, noting the American 
Heritage Dictionary, "Dictionary of Computer Words," notes that 
each window can display output "from a different program" and as an 
application is defined as "a program or a set of programs," 
therefore a window must be equivalent to an application. 

Appellant urges the Board to consider that by the Examiner's 
logic, as man is a mammal and as a dog is a mammal then a man must 
be a dog. Consequently, Appellant believes that the Board should 
disregard the Examiner's lexicographical wizardry and apply to the 
terms in the present claims the ordinary meaning given those terms 
by one skilled in the art. 

For the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief and emphasized 
herein, Appellant urges that the Examiner's rejections in this 
application be reversed. 
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No fee is believed to be required; however, in the event any- 
additional fees are required, please charge IBM Corporation Deposit 
Account No. 09-0465. No extension of time is believed to be 
necessary. However, in the event an extension of time is required, 
that extension of time is hereby requested. Please charge ^ny fee^j 
associated with an extension of time to IBM Corporation ^pqsitV--) 
Account No. 09-0465. ~* & ^? 
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Respectfully submitted, a> 
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Andrew p . Dillon 
Reg. BO. 29,634 
BRACEWELL & PATTERSON, LLP 
Suite 3 50, Lakewood on the Park 
7600B North Capital of Texas Highway 
Austin, Texas 78731 
(512) 343-6116 
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